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was representing the best Hindu opinion on the matter, the opinion
which might, for instance, have been put forward by men like the
late Mr. Telang. He did not agree with those who believed that "the
distinguishing features of the Hindu social system as regards the
relations of the sexes were distrust and depression of women." The
Council, however, was influenced by the strength of conservative
feeling manifested in and out of it against the change, and though
Sir Alexander Miller and some other official members appeared to
be in sympathy with the spirit of the amendment, the only member
to support it, besides the mover, was Mr. Chitnavis, and Pherozeshah
found that he was really not voicing, as he claimed, the conservative
and orthodox view of the matter.
This record of work accomplished during a strenuous and memor-
able session may fittingly be brought to a close with a reference to
the Budget debate. Under the Indian Councils Act of 1892, the
submission of the financial statement to the Council provided prac-
tically the only opportunity of criticizing the administration and
influencing its policy. It became an annual feast at which oratorical
fireworks were let off with reckless prodigality, and like all fireworks
made a momentary impression and left no traces behind. The whole
thing was more or less a solemn farce, and not a little tiresome. The
official members regarded the long orations as the vapourings of
amateurs not to be considered very seriously, and listened with as
much patience as a bureaucracy supremely conscious of its own
wisdom can command. It was rarely that a Pherozeshah or a
Gokhale appeared on the scene and made officialdom wince under
the lash of their able and incisive criticisms. Their Budget speeches
were something different from mere rhetorical exercises, and though
the replies of official members were accustomed to strike a note of
lofty superiority, it is not too much to say the Treasury benches were
never very happy during the ordeal.
On the present occasion, Pherozeshah directed his chief attack
agabst the alarming growth of expenditure in India. He supported
it by quoting the views of past Finance Members, Sir Auckland
Coivin, Sir David Barbour and others. They had practically admitted
that die <mstitutioa of the Government of India was such that there
was no efficient control over expenditure, and that every member of